
I can’t help but mar eeans euggeetians about the ma. Thsea in no way 
dcdmt from my enthumim about it, and arc) ofTwed far whntewr dispoal- 
tion u ahooae (%r&olumkg file 13). I ahawed ths pqere to Cm!+- pertlapa 
P* 4 him on the epot. Howmr, he eayrr he ezjoyed t&m5 and wnuLd like 
4s wo them put in pr$per foam and eubmitted for consideration by Gene ioo 
NJ can lordly gwantee acxeptanoe, -A--* a3 thla will dspeml on the reviewer s 
oomentB, but my own suspicion le that t” suitably amended the ma. will 
have no trouble geMAng in?a @meWee* Their publloation oohedule now la 
o-what fmprW, and dmmds only a little patisnoe. If ymaare more tit 
R hurry, yw tight eend theta. to Sl;ilard (id. & Wmiak) or Tatwa for eub- 
mleeion to R&Se I %iM.nk Ma’ pare;aptory refued. is ably another of” severe? 
sxan~lea of pareonal prejubloe. I don’t understsrhd why Doby ahould !IC.W bemh 
80 neatilve, mlaes he didn't understand them himeelf. Frahkly, though, 3 
suspect that 3ormnf~ opus probably deeerved Euld bore the! brunt of adverse 
critiabrz. 1'12 not too happy about that pa;ler myself, and 3 wonder if you 
would not be tieer to rely on h&e tip. &ill Resaararh as the docmentation 
for #t3 id?dfOB, attd not tie your own papar with hi0, At any rnti, I have 
not etudied his paper nearly 80 eloeely aE) youm, and can say very li%tle 
obout it. **are sug~eeted 

5% fOE’l3 
am8 r&l’ifiRa f 

21 “I1Ud8i l ⌧t inlmlw6r  * .* 22 u carrybqf *tha t c a r r y- 

2 2 flTh8 lilahod...‘” * Suah mvtatione are detecrted in a fte%orakaryon.. .* 

TERKIHOL~P:genetal The Stanford group has made the very csns$.ble su&pe~on 
that the technioal name far the biochemical mutants should be orn&thine rather 
than omithlnelese~ fn any oaddl for OEXETICS fhe mutant aymbolo should be 
italioized, and X would reoormmd the Stanford euggeof~cm, ( juet aa one otqm 
erorsink ecute and not necesenrf.ly enair+eyed, acute-haired ah). 
to ~~hetoric, 

Aleo, 

f or*growa+, 
‘show8 growth” is an awkward and umtmeoecry circumlocution 

a6 *grows normally* for’showo norm?. growth”. 

2 18 referenae to sortrose effect (Tatm et al, Science....j 

3 12 “if they are aleo hamokaryotio for any receeaiw" *tf they Carry 
bnlff**.* ** fa lese aautioue, but the exoeption 5,s ade:-gnte‘.y otated in the 
next paragraph, infrar 



3 13-14 A mom axplialt deftnitlm may be necaseary to justify “reoeseiw”, 
altIm@ this ie implioit In “heritable”: *lethal uh8n honokaryotio, but 
fe nalnteiro6d and fnherited wh8n heterokaryotio. The question...* 

21-23 F&t clear wh8thar you 0ay that yeu till almst always n&m lethale 
in your initial t89t wirenewr there are two or more arnyeMia1 nuclei (ae non- 
hmologouo r&tertlonL in eaoh eheuld permit emyoelial eegregante atill hetero- 
hryotic for one or mere iethals. &I a more crxz~lete accmt, a~ for Ckmt~cs, 
the point ~hfauld be det&lmi, but in a later s*otion~(ThU should ale0 retiew 
the queatporr, bamd to ame up in tie raadars’ vAn4~ hair ml1 the dimtribution 
of' malesr types agreta with a rarkh amzp!Lng.) You might, of' murse, detect 
lathal~ 3.n thmim mmr!m by a later Ceating of” fhs produets uf a fir& “lating, 
but this would aleo ralee questions of delayed & Fractional mutationa whioh 
havs lik;ewSas no hypothetioal beering on hypotheeis (1). 

4 paragraph after ~quaficmsr f BE mz’8 I undaretood 421%~ nyee:f, but 8~1 unable to 
$ell how muoh pretiauo exparLance helped. An Innertim to exphdn “low86t poeoibls 
thesrstioal valu@5 of' P" aa the loweat that can be ndi%md by ~.C!~usting fr89 
piwa?rafera dgtrt help. OS *%8 oaffmats crf’ F, bansd m rwmtioorahip, R~BUEBB 
that all le+hl efftwts MO due to MxtotSon, Find all detiatimo....* *,mrulbd out 
if the swamwed numbera of’ mtatians are too mm11 to be roaonciled with &be 
lsarf ve?u@ of P that om be obtained by adQuafl=ng the free permters ITL and n* 
1% might help to a;im diF.ferent oyabols to the P*of (2) and of your direct eeti- 
mate, to avoid replfitiom language. BXI&XB You oauld then writs that P* r* 

# P, md that no reasonable value of n and m will 5m Pact g$ve Z’ m P** Hype(l) 
aim only be ruled cut by your test, not moat deoiaivelr-- your l~q~uagc olmply 
tranafere the emphasis to “loweet poauible theoratioal aetirlate”. 

In figure 1, to cl&.fy t&e symbols, add m-1, m-:0. How ia abciooa plotted? 

6 7 I:: this entirely indspcsndeti or the distribution of nuclei? 

7- % and tible 1.. The arrangement of this table is rather difficult to underetend. 
It would help to haw B line for the u&rradiafad oontroln @.eng the aotu& 
proportion6 of the Wtrsated oonfdfal typee. Thfe ie j.m$lied in table 2, but 
not al6arly referred to table 1. The hsadiag n8xp8ct&d tmr~~al” will b8 winfor- 
mati- by itself, *s~r’8fml 8xpeChd according to (S)*. ‘iather then Bob~8rved// 
dxpffeted”‘, it tight be better to hmm two aolumm: *Observed BLW~~VB~, s/F, 
and *S/M calaulated frcm. (8) 

8 16 ~0~~ replica p1at.w help? 13: does pre~psnhrs~se Cl pnt Vithb3 the 
precision of WMX lhrp. II? 

34. tkit 

P2 mciy not be stated with utmost clarity +coml.dia *h&oh gave heteromycm 
on &almaJ. ahowed an effect of UV by ten- t0 becoma homokmyotic on mb 
mxiiunr,nhen firatplated. Laat sentarm &I LOO antici$BtOry +fpOsSiblS SXpti- 
tiona will be conetiered later*,’ 

(Would you want to mmtion the very admilar haplolcfllzfng effecta on diplou 
coli: CSH 16t428-4297) 

Them9 dJIUt&%8 are not wry important: the Work a8 a whole 5.8 superb. 



Of several poaslble course8, if I may add a (gratuitous?) reconmendation, 
I would suggest rewriting the aper slightly more expansively (espeoially in the 
prsentation of the expel data 7 for Qenetics. I would include everything in this 
paper, and would add enough of your subsequent homology teats (aa anticipated in 
the Biol Bull abetract) to show that m is certainly larger than 1. The data&ted 
study of the lethals and their homlogy, aa you are now doing, can safely be left 
for a_ later paper: but should not delay the publkation of thLs one. If you let 
it go too long you will be left nith an unmanageable mass fh~t4J.1 2~ very dii- 
fiuult to digest, 

Sincerely 


